In the written part of German state exams, multiple choice questions which inherit a flaw are not always excluded but taken into consideration This procedure is applied here to examinations containing items with partial credit scoring. A simple numerical rule can be applied which can be used to decide whether a flawed item has be taken into account in the grading procedure in order to achieve a pass or a particular grade for a candidate. This rule -as in the state examinations -must take account of the individual number of scores achieved in the flawed item and, if the relative pass threshold ("automatic adjustment clause") is applied, the average score achieved in the item by all candidates. In addition, however, it also includes the grade boundaries.
1. Background
Flawed items in examinations
Despite the careful review of examination items before the examination, it is almost impossible to avoid the discovery after the examination that individual items contain errors of content or form, for example that in a Type A multiple-choice item ("one out of five") in fact two possible answers must be acknowledged as being correct. An item such as this is considered to be "flawed" because, contrary to convention, it permits more than one single correct answer. Those responsible for examinations within the faculties are therefore faced with the problem of needing to develop a legally sound procedure for dealing with flawed items. Study regulations and examination guidelines frequently contain insufficient directives regarding this aspect, which is why the approach of the Institut für medizinische und pharmazeutische Prüfungsfragen (IMPP), which is seen as legally sound, has been or is soon to be adopted by faculties for their own examinations in some places. This is possible as long as the examination consists only of items in which no partial scores are awarded, i.e. in which an item can only be scored as having been answered correctly or incorrectly by the candidate.
The elimination procedure and the compensation of disadvantage in flawed items contained in the written component of the state medical examinations
This section presents a short description of the grading method in the written examinations within the German state examination and essentially is a summary and paraphrasing of the explanations given by the IMPP [https: //www.impp.de/internet/de/impp-aktuell.html], [1] . On the decision regarding whether an examination has been passed and, if yes, how to grade this examination performance, the Ärztliche Approbationsordnung (German medical licensing regulations ÄAppO, section 14 Written Examination) sets out the following [https:// www.gesetze-im-internet. de of the remaining examination questions correctly. The grade boundary defined by the 60% criterion shall be known as the "60% threshold". The second criterion ("… 22 percent…") serves to lower the pass threshold in examinations with particularly poor results. For this threshold the term "automatic adjustment clause boundary" (Gleitklauselgrenze) is generally used. This is a norm-referenced boundary and depends on the average score achieved in a subgroup of all examination candidates, the "reference group". The reference group is made up of the students who after (precisely) two years or (precisely) five years of study are sitting the examination for the first resp. the second part of the state medical examination for the first time. Consequently the lower of the two thresholds (i. e. the 60% and the automatic adjustment clause threshold) is applied. Following the examination, all items are once again checked to ensure that they are correct and legitimate on the basis of any appeals/complaints or statistical analyses. During this process it may emerge that an item (i) cannot be correctly answered with the answer options provided, or can be (ii) misinterpreted and/or contain more than one correct answer option. These items are then described as "flawed". The items in group (ii) can thus -whether flawed in content or form -also be answered "correctly". The flawed questions are "removed from the grading scheme" ("eliminated"); they only count for those candidates who answer the questions justifiably correct ( The result of this is that, depending on how the eliminated items have been answered, different items count towards the grades in individual cases and different pass thresholds may apply in individual cases. Thus, where correct answers are given to flawed ("eliminated") items, a "softening" of the minimum standards set out in the licensing regulations (e.g. at least 60% of questions to be answered correctly) is avoided: for example, if at least two possible answers were correct in 10 of the 320 items, and if a candidate also provided a correct answer in all of these items, then the 60% threshold of the 310 properly formulated items is 186. However, since for this candidate all 320 items are taken into consideration, it is only 186 of 320=58.125%, therefore less than 60%. The pass threshold is therefore defined for this candidate out of the 320 items: 60% of 320=192.
Partial credit scoring
At many medical faculties, however, in examinations items are also used which do not correspond to the classic "one out of five" format ("Type A"), such as for example multiple true false items (frequently also called "Type X" or "Kprim") or "select n answers" from a list of options ("PickN"), for which partial credit is awarded for answers which are partially correct. In this case, adopting the procedure used in the state examinations is not a trivial matter; for example in an item which has been classified as being "flawed in form" but for which a candidate would receive 0.75 points, the question arises as to whether this item should be taken into consideration when calculating the grade or not. The question is not only significant because multiplechoice questions with partial credit scoring are already being used at a range of faculties, but also because further developments in skills orientated tests of knowledge (written or computer-based examinations) could also require the use of other types of item in which partial knowledge should also be adequately taken into consideration in the grading. Indeed, faculties are explicitly encouraged to develop examinations further in the Masterplan 2020 [2] . On the other hand, the faculties require a certain legal certitude here which is why they have often preferred to proceed in a way which is similar to the state examinations. In the state examinations themselves, the use of items with partial credit scoring is so far apparently not envisaged; for example, on the one hand it is stated in a comment on a draft of the directive on the new regulations in dentistry education ( [3] , page 165f) that items of this kind "would permit innovative question and answer formats supported by computer alongside the multiplechoice style question in future", and on the other hand it is "not envisaged […] , that a question can have a halfcorrect answer."
Objective and Overview
The objective of this paper is to transfer the process of elimination and compensation for disadvantage used in state examinations to examinations which include items with partial credit scoring. In doing so we shall consider examinations which consist of items in which only non-negative scores values can be achieved and for which the examination result is composed of the addition of the sum of the scores values achieved in the individual items. There is no requirement that all items must be equally weighted; the maximum achievable score in the various items may thus be different. In Section 2, the definition of pass and grade boundaries in the state examinations will first of all be described and a rule will be formulated from this which can be transferred to examinations containing items with partial credit scoring. A sub-section will then examine the application of rounding in establishing pass and grade boundaries. In Section 3 there will then follow an explanation of which -in the terminology of the IMPP -"eliminated" items shall be taken into account if the procedure proposed here is applied for the individual candidates. The following sections contain a series of "formulae" which are required for a precise presentation. Readers less familiar with mathematical notation should not be put off, we have tried with a series of calculated examples to make the formulae easy to follow. .78 x X R It should be noted here that the mathematical pass thresholds thus defined are not necessarily whole numbers (in the licensing regulations the term "pass threshold" is not used). As set out in [https:// www.impp.de/internet/de/impp-aktuell.html], the actual pass threshold is the smallest whole number which is greater than or equal to the mathematical threshold. If ceil(z) denotes the rounding up function (also known as the "ceiling function"), then the actual pass threshold is ceil(B) (for B=B S or B G ). The mathematical grade boundaries are then
Pass and Grade Boundaries
(1) N g =ceil(B)+g x (M-ceil(B)) Whereby the boundary between "fail" and "pass" for g=0 (pass threshold), the further boundaries for "satisfactory", "good" and "very good" result in g=0.25, 0.50 and 0.75. Note that these boundaries must be achieved or exceeded in each case, falling below the boundary even by only a minimal amount results in the poorer grade in each case. The grade boundaries are defined for both B S and B G , the lower of the two thresholds in each case is of significance for the students.
Pass and Grade Boundaries in Items with Partial Credit Scoring
When partial credit scorig is used, it is not possible to define pass and grade boundaries based solely on the number of "correctly answered examination questions". It would be better to speak of "points" achieved, this formulation permits firstly the use of partial points as well as an unequal weighting of items, amongst other things. In most degree or examination regulations, absolute and relative pass thresholds ("automatic adjustment clause") are stipulated. If M describes the maximum number of points achievable (note that in examinations such as the state examinations, in which one point can be achieved for each item, M agrees with the number of items), and X R describes the mean score achieved in the examination (if a reference group has been defined, use the mean value in this group), then the absolute pass threshold B S and the relative pass threshold B G are determined in accordance with the automatic adjustment clause using two constants c S or c G .
B S =c S x M B G =c G x X R The value of c S is usually 0.6 in medical examinations ("anyone who achieves 60% of the maximum score passes the examination"), c G is often 0.78 as in the state examinations ("… anyone achieving not more than 22% … has failed"), for c G other values are also used, such as for example at the Medical Faculty of Heidelberg where the value 0.80 is used [4] . The following example shows that the direct application of equation (1) If only the 24 items included in the grading scheme are taken into consideration and the equation (1) used in the state examinations is directly applied, then for the boundary between "pass" and "satisfactory" the result is as follows (a maximum of 4x24=96 points can be achieved):
ceil ( 
Formal Definition of the Pass and Grade Boundaries in Items with Partial Credit Scoring
We can achieve a simpler formal definition than equation (1) for the various grade boundaries associated with the pass thresholds B S and B G with (2) N g =B+g x (M-B) which distributes the gap between mathematical pass threshold and maximum achievable score into four numerically equal intervals. This is different to equation (1) in that the mathematical pass threshold B and not the rounded up actual pass threshold ceil(B) is fed into the definition of the grade boundaries.
Using this definition we get around the obvious problem that in an examination with a maximum of 22 achievable points a candidate with 13.5 points would fail, because although the mathematical 60% threshold of 0.6x22=13.2 is exceeded, the candidate would not achieve the rounded up whole number threshold of 14. Further, it is impossible to construct a case similar to example 2 using this definition (the mathematical grade boundaries between "pass" and "satisfactory" calculate out to 67.2, 70.0 and 72.8 using equation (2) for a maximum achievable numbers of points of 96, 100 and 104 points). The mathematical grade boundaries using equation (2) may be lower than those using equation (1) but never higher. This may cause a discrepancy with the procedure used in the state examination in a particular place. This is conditioned by the formulation "of the remaining examination questions posed" in the ÄAppO which means that in equation (1) ceil(B) must stand instead of B as in equation (2) 
.7%).
This also occurs in the state examinations, although with significantly lower percentage variations due to the large number of items. In order to reduce the effect of the "tightening up" of the conditions engendered by the requirement for whole numbers in the examination result achieved (see here also the last paragraph in 1.2), it was for this reason suggested in a draft of the changes to the licensing regulations for dentists [3] in section 34 and section 35 that the mathematical pass threshold be rounded down if the first decimal place is 0 to 4, and rounded up if the first decimal place is 5 to 9. The same applies for the grade boundaries -where the already rounded pass threshold is used! These are then described by the equations
* describes the rounded mathematical pass threshold, floor(z) is the rounding down function, so that the function floor(z+½) rounds down if the first decimal place is between 0 and 4 and up if the first decimal place is between 5 and 9). The calculation in equation (3) is intended in the draft on the change to the licensing regulations for dentists in practical terms to achieve a lowering of the grade boundaries by half a point in comparison to the current licensing regulations for doctors which uses equation (1) . An exception is the boundary point with the precise decimal value of 0.5 which is rounded up. The effect described in example 2 can also occur with equation (3). 
Formal Definition of Rounded Pass and Grade Boundaries in Items with Partial Credit Scoring
In items with partial credit scoring, a rounding of the grade boundaries with a similar effect can be achieved by modifying equation (2), thus: (4) N g =B+g x (M-B)-0.5 An analogue to equation (3) is achieved by further requiring that in order to pass, the pass threshold must not only be achieved but exceeded (the same applies for the grade boundaries). As in example 3, however, this does not result in a complete agreement of (3) and (4). The change from equation (3) to (4) is justified in the same way as that from equation (1) to (2). The desired reduction by half a point is achieved here by the simple subtraction of the constant 0.5, the requirement that the boundaries are not only achieved but exceeded results from the way in which a case with an exact decimal value of 0.5 is handled (see the last subparagraph). The last sentence is interpreted in legal terms to mean that flawed items are still to be taken into account in individual cases and will only remain outside of consideration if this is not disadvantageous to the candidate. This means that for each candidate, flawed items are to be considered in such a way that the best possible result for the candidate is achieved, in other words a subset of flawed items is sought which achieves the best possible result for the candidate. This subset is generally not empty. In the case of the state examinations in which each item can only be marked as correct or incorrect, it can be shown that both for passing and for achieving particular grades, for a particular candidate the best possible result is achieved by the inclusion of all of those eliminated items in which he or she gave a correct answer whilst the other eliminated items are not taken into account.
Compensation of

Items with Partial Credit Scoring
If the pass and grade boundaries, as defined in sections 2.2 and 2.3 by equation (2) or (4) are applied, it is easy to determine which items should be taken into account. It must be determined whether an eliminated item in which m is the maximum score achievable, x R points were achieved at the mean (or the mean of the reference group in the item) and p points were achieved by a candidate, should be taken into account for that candidate. For the grade boundaries derived from B S , we must also verify here whether (5) g x m+(1-g) x c S x m≤p and for the grade boundaries of the automatic adjustment clause (with BG as the pass threshold) (6) g x m+(1-g) x c G x x R ≤p If the inequality condition is met, the item must be taken into account in terms of the respective pass threshold and the grade boundaries derived from it, otherwise not. Note that the items used to determine the performance of the student thus depend on the grade boundary. 
Discussion
Adopting the approach to elimination and compensation of disadvantage applied in the state examinations in examinations with unequally weighted items and items with partial credit scoring is not difficult to undertake with a similar definition of the pass and grade boundaries. More minor deviations from the definition of the pass and grade boundaries conditioned by the rounding functions in the setting out of the rules of the licensing regulations (see equation 1 vs. 3) are -as shown in example 3 -required to maintain the consistency of the grading scheme. For determining those eliminated items which must be individually taken into account for a particular candidate in order to achieve or exceed pass or grade boundaries, there are simple conditions which are dependent only on the number of points achieved in the item, the grade boundaries and -if the automatic adjustment clause is applied -the mean number of points achieved in the item. The procedure presented is also suitable for application to grading systems other than a division into four grades once the exam has been passed, which is the focus here.
If the values for g in equations (2) or (4) are broken down finely enough, decimal grades can be awarded, for example. In general, however, the negative consequences of different pass and grade boundaries in individual cases should be considered. The approach described may well be clear in form, but is not always easy for the students to follow. This is the reason, why, for example, in the grading regulations of the Medical Faculty of Heidelberg [4] it has been set out that points achieved in "flawed" items are awarded to the student as bonus points; nevertheless, even if bonus points are awarded, only the pass and grade boundaries derived from the correctly formulated items are applied. The "readjustment" of the pass threshold which takes place in the state examinations is not carried out, the same pass and grade boundaries apply for all candidates. In consideration of the introduction of innovative examination formats promoted in the Masterplan 2020, it would be welcomed if the rules of any future licensing regulations were formulated from the very beginning in such a way that they were directly applicable to examinations containing differently weighted items and/or items for which partial scores are awarded (for example, in the state examination for medicine in Switzerland, half points are awarded in multiple true false items [5] ). This also applies in the situation that for the time in the written state examinations only items for which no partial scores are awarded are used (see [3] ), a generally applicable rule would require no further adjustment if such items were introduced later. This would equally secure a unified approach for practical examinations (OSCEs, for example) and a simple application of the grading scheme to examinations in which the pass thresholds are determined using the standard setting procedure and further grade boundaries are mathematically derived from it. Die durch das 60%-Kriterium definierte Grenze sei als "60%-Grenze" bezeichnet. Das zweite Kriterium ("… 22 Prozent …") dient dazu, bei besonders schlecht ausgefallenen Prüfungen die Bestehensgrenze abzusenken. Für diese Grenze wird meist die Bezeichnung "Gleitklauselgrenze" benutzt. Sie ist eine normorientierte Grenze und hängt von der mittleren erreichten Punktzahl einer Untergruppe aller Prüfungsteilnehmer, der "Referenzgruppe" ab. Als Referenzgruppe werden dabei die Studierenden bezeichnet, die nach (genau) zwei Jahren oder (genau) fünf Jahren Studienzeit zum ersten Mal an der Prüfung zum Ersten bzw. Zweiten Abschnitt der Ärztlichen Prüfung teilnehmen. Zur Anwendung kommt demzufolge die niedrigere der 60%-und der Gleitklauselgrenze. Nach der Prüfung werden alle Aufgaben noch einmal hinsichtlich ihrer Korrektheit und Zulässigkeit auf Grund eventueller Einsprüche oder statistischen Auffälligkeiten bei der Beantwortung überprüft. Dabei kann sich herausstellen, dass ein Aufgabe mit den vorgegeben Antwortmöglichkeiten (i) nicht zutreffend zu beantworten ist, sie kann auch (ii) missverständlich formuliert sein und/oder mehr als eine zutreffende Antwortoption enthalten. Diese Aufgaben werden als "fehlerhaft" bezeichnet. Die Aufgaben der Gruppe (ii) können demnach -obwohl inhaltlich oder formal fehlerhaft -auch "zutreffend" beantwortet werden. Die fehlerhaften Aufgaben werden "aus der Wertung genommen" ("eliminiert") Dies führt dazu, dass je nach Beantwortung der eliminierten Aufgaben individuell unterschiedliche Aufgaben in die Bewertung eingehen sowie individuell unterschiedliche Bestehensgrenzen gelten können. Damit wird bei korrekter Beantwortung von fehlerhaften ("eliminierten") Aufgaben eine "Aufweichung" der in der Approbationsordnung vorgegebenen Mindeststandards (z. B. wenigstens 60% zutreffend zu beantwortende Fragen) vermieden: Waren z. B. bei 10 der 320 Aufgaben mindestens 2 Antwortoptionen zutreffend und hat ein Teilnehmer auch bei all diesen Aufgaben eine korrekte Antwort gegeben, so liegt die 60%-Grenze aus den 310 korrekten Aufgaben bei 186. Da aber für diesen Teilnehmer alle 320 Aufgaben berücksichtigt werden, sind dies lediglich 186 von 320=58,125%, also weniger als 60%. Die Bestehensgrenze wird deshalb für diesen Teilnehmer aus den 320 Aufgaben bestimmt: 60% von 320=192.
Teilpunktvergabe
An vielen medizinischen Fakultäten werden bei den Prü-fungen jedoch auch Aufgaben eingesetzt, die nicht dem klassischen "Eins aus Fünf"'-Format ("Typ A") entsprechen, wie z. B. Mehrfach-Richtig-Falsch-Aufgaben (häufig auch als "Typ X" oder "Kprim" bezeichnet) oder "Wähle n Antworten" aus einer Liste von Optionen aus ("PickN"), für die dann bei teilweise richtige Beantwortung Teilpunkte vergeben werden. In diesem Fall ist eine Übertragung des bei den Staatsexamina verwendeten Verfahrens nicht trivial, so stellt sich etwa bei einer Aufgabe, die als "formal fehlerhaft" eingestuft wird, bei der aber ein Teilnehmer oder eine Teilnehmerin 0,75 Punkte erhalten würde, die Frage, ob diese Aufgabe bei der Notenberechnung berücksichtigt werden soll oder nicht. Die Frage ist nicht nur deshalb von Bedeutung, als dass an einer Reihe von Fakultäten Multiple-Choice-Aufgaben, bei denen Teilpunkte vergeben werden, bereits Verwendung finden, sondern auch deshalb, weil Weiterentwicklungen bei kompetenzorientierten Wissenstests (schriftli- 
Ziel und Übersicht
Ziel dieser Arbeit ist, das in den Staatsexamina angewandte Vorgehen von Elimination und Nachteilsausgleich auf Prüfungen zu übertragen, die Aufgaben enthalten, bei denen Teillösungen mit Teilpunkten honoriert werden. Dabei seien Prüfungen betrachtet, die aus Aufgaben bestehen, bei denen nur nicht-negative Punktwerte erreicht werden können und das Prüfungsergebnis sich additiv aus der Summe der bei den einzelnen Aufgaben erreichten Punktwerte zusammensetzt. Es wird nicht vorausgesetzt, dass alle Aufgaben gleich gewichtet sind; die maximal erreichbaren Punktzahlen bei den Aufgaben können also unterschiedlich sein. Im Abschnitt 2 wird zunächst die Bestimmung von Bestehens-und Notengrenzen bei den Staatsexamina formalisiert und hieraus eine Regelung formuliert, die auf Prü-fungen übertragen werden kann, die Aufgaben mit Teilpunkten enthalten. Ein ergänzender Unterabschnitt thematisiert die Anwendung von Rundungen bei der Festlegung von Bestehens-und Notengrenzen. In Abschnitt 3 erfolgt eine Darstellung, welche -in der Terminologie des IMPP -"eliminierten" Aufgaben bei Anwendung der hier vorgeschlagenen Verfahren für die individuellen Prüfungsteilnehmer zu berücksichtigen sind. Die folgenden Abschnitte enthalten eine Reihe von "Formeln", die für eine exakte Darstellung erforderlich sind. Die mit mathematischen Notationen weniger vertrauten Leser mögen sich dadurch nicht abschrecken lassen, es wurde mit einer Reihe von gerechneten Beispielen versucht, diese nachvollziehbar zu machen. (1) N g =ceil(B)+g x (M-ceil(B)) wobei die Grenze zwischen "nicht bestanden" und "ausreichend" für g=0 gegeben ist (Bestehensgrenze), die weiteren Grenzen für "befriedigend", "gut" und "sehr gut" erhält man für g=0,25, 0.50 bzw. 0.75. Zu beachten ist, dass diese Grenzen jeweils erreicht oder überschritten werden müssen, eine auch nur minimale Unterschreitung führt zur jeweils schlechteren Note. Die Notengrenzen werden sowohl für B S wie auch B G bestimmt, maßgeblich für den Studierenden ist die jeweils Niedrigere der beiden Grenzen.
Bestehens-und Notengrenzen
Bestehens-und Notengrenzen bei Aufgaben mit Teilpunkten
Bei Verwendung von Teilpunkten ist eine Definition von Bestehens-und Notengrenzen, die allein auf der Zahl der "zutreffend beantworteten Prüfungsfragen" fußt, nicht anwendbar. Es sollte deshalb besser von erreichten "Punkten" ausgegangen werden, diese Formulierung erlaubt zum einen die Verwendung von Teilpunkten wie auch eine u. U. ungleiche Gewichtung von Aufgaben. Absolute und relative Bestehensgrenzen ("Gleitklausel") sind in den meisten Studien-oder Prüfungsordnungen vorgegeben. Bezeichnet M die maximal zu erreichende Punktzahl (man beachte, dass bei Prüfungen, wie etwa den Staatsexamina, in denen je Aufgabe genau ein Punkt erreichbar ist, M mit der Zahl der Aufgaben überein-stimmt), X R das Mittel der bei der Prüfung erreichten Punktzahl (bei Definition einer Referenzgruppe ist deren Mittel zu verwenden), so sind die absolute Bestehensgrenze B S und die relative Bestehensgrenze B G entsprechend der Gleitklausel mittels zweier Konstanten c S bzw. c G festgelegt:
B S =c S x M B G =c G x X R Der Wert von c S ist bei medizinischen Prüfungen meist 0.6 ("bestanden hat, wer 60% der maximal erreichbaren Punktzahl erreicht hat"), c G ist oft wie bei den Staatsexamina 0.78 ("… wer nicht mehr als 22% … unterschreitet"), für c G werden mitunter auch andere Werte verwendet, wie z. B. an der Medizinischen Fakultät Heidelberg der Wert 0.80 [4] . Das nachfolgende Beispiel zeigt, dass die direkte Über-tragung von Gleichung (1) 
Diskussion
Die Übertragung der Vorgehensweise zu Elimination und Nachteilsausgleich, wie sie bei den Staatsexamina verwendet wird, lässt sich durch eine analoge Definition der Bestehens-und Notengrenzen auf Prüfungen mit ungleich gewichteten Aufgaben und Aufgaben mit Teilbepunktung unschwer vornehmen. Kleinere Abweichungen von der Definition der Bestehens-und Notengrenzen, die durch die Rundungsfunktionen in der Formalisierung der Regeln der Approbationsordnung bedingt sind (siehe Gleichung 1 vs. 3) sind -wie in Beispiel 3 dargestellt -zur Wahrung der Konsistenz des Notengebungsschemas erforderlich. Für die Bestimmung derjenigen eliminierten Aufgaben, die individuell für einen Prüfungsteilnehmer herangezogen werden müssen, um Bestehens-oder Notengrenzen zu erreichen oder zu überschreiten, existieren einfache Bedingungen, die allein von der bei der Aufgabe erzielten Punktzahl, der Notengrenze und -bei der evtl. notwendigen Anwendung der Gleitklausel -im Mittel erzielten Punktzahl der Aufgabe abhängig ist. Das dargestellte Vorgehen lässt sich auch auf andere Benotungssysteme als die hier im Fokus stehende Aufteilung in vier Notenstufen bei Bestehen übertragen. Bei entsprechend feinerer Aufteilung der Werte für g in den Gleichungen (2) oder (4) lassen sich z. B. Dezimalnoten vergeben. Generell sollten aber auch die nachteiligen Konsequenzen individuell unterschiedlicher Bestehens-und Notengrenzen bedacht werden. Das beschriebene Vorgehen ist zwar formal eindeutig, für die Studierenden aber nicht immer leicht nachvollziehbar. Aus diesem Grund wurde z. B. in der Studienordnung der medizinischen Fakultät Heidelberg [4] festgelegt, dass die bei "fehlerhaften" Aufgaben
